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Sin 

Applicants respectfully request review of the final rejection in the above-identified 
application. No amendments are being filed with this request. This request is being filed with a 
Notice of Appeal. The review is requested for the reasons stated in the below remarks. If any 
fees are required or if an overpayment is made, the Commissioner is authorized to debit or credit 
our Deposit Account No. 19-0733, accordingly. 

REMARKS 

Having received and reviewed the Advisory Action dated September 9, 2005, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the standing rejections are based on one or more clear errors, and that the 
appeal process can be avoided through a pre-appeal brief review as set forth in the Official Gazette 
notice of July 12, 2005. 
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The Advisory Action indicates that Applicants' arguments regarding a lack of motivation to 
combine the Nishimura reference with either the Kung or Phillipps references is not persuasive 
because: 

Nishsmur* concerns «fth rnJnbnum object distenc* uid U«t«fas furhe* otfect of the tiwmion to pwfefe rSwn opvitiim wStfwwt testing 
ttw oMo« of irtinfervum ofajw* tffeturce IS»* Col Mna> £5-531). Kung to a)»Q cone*m* w*m minimum amount oTiotb Bceofriing 
wQh zoom s*gr>ate Attract). Therefore, resufo of zDcmfrg wfll look neural in Kung al. inventton. Oa the same pago, last 

However, this does not refute Applicants' argument in the Amendment dated August 26, 
2005, that the zooming system of Nishimura is directed to making zooming look natural as a video 
camera changes from an optical zoom lens to a digital zoom, and vice versa. Neither Kung nor 
Phillips teaches or suggests the need for a natural transition from an optical lens zoom to a digital 
zoom. Indeed, neither Kung nor Phillipps even use an optical zoom lens. Thus, there is no need for 
either Kung or Phillipps to transition from an optical zoom to a digital zoom, and there is thus 
neither a motivation to combine the references nor an expectation of success in the resultant 
combination of Kung and Phillipps with Nishimura. Thus the Office has not established a prima 
facie case of obviousness. 

In addition, the Advisory Action's statement, to the extent Applicants understand it, does not 
prove the existence of a motivation to combine the references. Applicants respectfully submit that 
even if Nishimura "concerns with minimum object distance and listed as fuher [sic] object of the 
invention to provide zoom operation without feeling the existence of minimum object distance" and 
even if Kung "concerns with minimum amount of icons according with zoom signals," this does not 
provide any motivation to combine the references. The Advisory Action does not establish why 
these two conchisory statements amount to a motivation or suggestion to combine one reference 
with the other, and thus fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 
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In addition to the above, even assuming that the Advisory Action is correct, which 
Applicants maintain it is not, the Advisory Action does not address all of Applicants' arguments 

with respect to other claims. 

For example, in the August 26, 2005, Amendment, Applicants submitted additional 
arguments supporting the patentability of claims 1, 3-8, 10, and 12-17, 19, 21-27, and 30 with 
respect to the claimed zoom-ratio versus the zoom-ration described in Nishimura. These arguments 
were not contested in the Advisory Action, and the Office has failed to establish a prima facie case 
of obviousness with respect to these claims. 

In the August 26, 2005, Amendment, Applicants also submitted additional arguments 
supporting the patentability of claims 32 and 33 with respect to written description support under 
35 US.C. § 1 12. These arguments remain uncontested in the Advisory Action, and the Office has 
failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to these claims. 

In the August 26, 2005, Amendment, Applicants also submitted additional arguments 
supporting the patentability of claims 28-29 with respect to a lack of motivation to combine Tanaka 
with the other cited references. These arguments remain uncontested in the Advisory Action, and 
the Office has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to these claims. 

In the August 26, 2005, Amendment, Applicants also submitted additional arguments 
supporting the patentability of claim 36 with respect to a lack of motivation to combine Sakai with 
the other cited references. These arguments remain uncontested in the Advisory Action, and the 
Office has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to this claim. 

In the August 26, 2005, Amendment, Applicants also submitted additional arguments 
supporting the patentability of claims 3 1 and 34 with respect to a lack of motivation to combine 
Harada with the other cited references. These arguments remain uncontested in the Advisory 
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Action, and the Office has foiled to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to these 
claims. 

In the August 26, 2005, Amendment, Applicants also submitted additional arguments 
supporting the patentability of claim 35 with respect to a lack of motivation to combine Neff with 
the other cited references. These arguments remain uncontested in the Advisory Action, and the 
Office has foiled to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to this claim. 

Finally, Applicants note that the Advisory Action does not indicate whether or not the 
amendments made in Applicants' previous response were entered. 

CONCLUSION 

All issues having been addressed, Applicants respectfully submit that the instant 
application is in condition for allowance, and respectfully solicits prompt notification of the 
same. However, if for any reason the review panel believes the application is not in condition for 
allowance or there are any questions, the review panel is invited to contact the undersigned at 
(202)824-3153. 

Respectfully submitted, 
BANNER & WTTCOFF, LTD. 

Dated this 16 day of Sept., 2005 By: /Ross Dannenberg/ 

Ross Dannenberg, Registration No. 49,024 
1001 G Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20001-4597 
Tel: (202)824-3000 
Fax: (202)824-3001 
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